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Understanding Requirements
of Future Strategy

As our founding fathers of American aerospace power have done over
the past century, it is critical we continue to evolve our knowledge and
understanding of aerospace power. Our greatest asset remains the minds
of our people. More than any specific weapon system, investment in the
minds of our people will result in the greatest payoff for any given outlay
we might make. We must invest in the minds of our Airmen, advancing
our understanding of aerospace power, or face decreasing relevance in future
national security strategy.

To do this we must understand our aerospace history, to include our
core competencies. After mastering this understanding, we must in-
tegrate it with an awareness of how the global security environment is
changing. Then, armed with both comprehension of our aerospace past
and knowledge of the security environment, we must focus on developing
four key aspects of maximizing air, space, and cyberspace power: continum
ability—effectiveness along a greater spectrum of operational engagement;
integration ability—more effective integration with other actors, including
military services, governmental departments, nations, and nonstate actors;
cyber ability—an improved mastery of the information realm; and temporal
ability—the ability to function much faster.

Airmen must evolve in these four areas so we can best and seamlessly
integrate air, space, and cyberspace to optimize our global vigilance,
reach, power, and partnering. While addressing these aspects as distinct
areas of focus, in reality they overlap and affect one another. This is not a
comprehensive list of areas to advance our understanding of the aerospace
discipline—many areas require continued development; however, these are
high-priority aspects Airmen must nurture if we are to optimally exploit the
incredibly capable weapon systems we are now fielding.

Continuum is the need to operate effectively along the entire spectrum
of operations, from routine diplomacy to global nuclear warfare. The Air
Force has not been relieved of previously assigned missions and has been
tasked to accomplish additional ones. The bulk of our thought, education,

The author gratefully acknowledges the significant contributions of Lt Gen David A. Deptula, deputy chief
of staff for Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance, Headquarters US Air Force, Washington, DC.
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training, and equipment remains focused on conventional combat while
we maintain our nuclear deterrent and strike capability. However, we
spend a very limited amount of effort on learning and practicing opera-
tions for unconventional warfare. More time and thought must be placed
on how we become more effective in areas such as unconventional warfare,
counterterrorism, disaster relief, and conflict prevention/preemption.

Integration is required not only with other military services, nations, and
governmental departments but also with the myriad cultures and nonstate
actors that comprise an ever-shrinking world that defines our operating
environment. In operations other than conventional/nuclear war, the
military role may fall under the auspices of other governmental agencies.
We must educate, equip, and train ourselves to integrate with these other
governmental components. In many instances, other departments will not
have the resources, experience, organization, or training to accomplish the
task without our support. The Department of Defense remains by far the
best resourced component of the US government.

Although significant progress has been made since the Goldwater-Nichols
Act of 1986, much still remains to be accomplished to integrate into an effec-
tive joint organization. We also need to improve how we integrate with other
nations. The sharing of information with allies remains a significant change
and a great source of frustration among many of our friends. Perhaps more
than anything else, we need to integrate better with nonstate actors and other
cultures. Only by understanding other people and cultures can we know how
our efforts will have an impact.

Cyber operations in all forms have become essential—from achieving suc-
cessful tactical operations to accomplishing desired strategic effects. John
Warden noted in Operation Desert Storm that the degree of success of the
strategic attacks was in large part dependent upon our strategic information
operations. The winners in any war of information are the ones who master
the power of the offense, not the defense. Today, we must balance the of-
fense and the defense. Instead of building information castles and demand-
ing that our offensive information operations adapt to the defense, we need
to challenge our cyber defenders to find ways to protect our information use
while enabling the offense. We must protect critical information but not at
the expense of our offensive cyber corps, which includes operators, staff of-
ficers, educators, support personnel, and leaders. Today, we should be at the
leading edge of information technology and exploitation. Unfortunately,
our offensive use of information has become significantly restricted—this
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must change. US government computer users are often restricted while our
adversaries are not limited.

The key element of information today is speed. Dissemination of informa-
tion was increased an order of magnitude with the invention of the printing
press in the fifteenth century. It increased another order of magnitude when
useful electrical transmissions (telegraph and telephone) were invented in
the nineteenth century. A third-order-of-magnitude increase occurred with
the invention of movies and a fourth with television. Today, due to the
microprocessor, we routinely accelerate information capacity and capability.
However, with the balance of offense and defense heavily weighted on the
latter, we often settle for adequacy that sacrifices future capability. We have
progressed from the industrial age to the information age. We now must
advance from the information age to the “process age.”

Temporal ability and the capacity to operate within an adversary’s ability
to act have always been important aspects of conflict. Today, in physical and
cyber realms, the potential to orient, observe, decide, and act is an order of
magnitude beyond our abilities of just a decade ago. Speed is essential in col-
lecting, analyzing, disseminating, commanding, and executing operations.
We possess outstanding operational and tactical capability in the Air Force
today. Operationally we are able to strike thousands of targets precisely within
very short periods of time—mass precision. With this capability, aerospace
power not only has the ability to execute multiple simultaneous operations
(parallel warfare) but also has the potential to execute multiple simultaneous
strategies—parallel strategy. Parallel strategy is a viable way to compress the
temporal dimension. Often a single strategy may fail or not work well. If
we employ a series of compatible but different strategies at the same time,
once one is found to be most effective, resources can be refocused to best
exploit it.

In addition to mastering our ability in these four areas, we must be
able to assess before, during, and after engagement better than we have
previously. We have not yet fielded systems that enable assessment to keep
pace with our operations. In the absolute sense, assessment is objective
and straightforward. Historically, we have counted the number of military
weapon systems we destroy and, after reaching a specific percentage of
adversary destruction, determined when the enemy capitulates. In reality,
effective assessment is much more arduous and subjective. Destruction
of all of an adversary’s primary weapons may not be adequate to realize
our desired policy effects—and victory. In fact, some attacks could be un-
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necessary in realizing the military objectives and even counterproductive
to the desired political end. This does not mean objective assessment is ir-
relevant. On the contrary, the best objective assessments are essential to both
subjective and overarching understanding. Most subjective assessments in
conflict begin with an understanding of the objective measures. Prior to
engagement, assessments are critical to developing strategy, planning, and
positioning forces. During engagement, timely assessments are required to
determine progress and adjust strategy. The ability to collect, analyze, and
disseminate useful information rapidly is paramount to successful com-
mand, control, and operations.

Closing

We are an aerospace nation. As a nation, we have the ability to under-
stand and best exploit operations across the air, space, and cyber domains. It
is incumbent on us as Airmen to lead our nation in this endeavor. I offer the
following as elements to guide acrospace strategists as they develop potential
strategies for future conflict:

* Understand aerospace power fundamentals.

* Understand campaign strategy and execution processes.

* Understand allies, other agencies, available assets, and how to integrate.
* Acquire knowledge of potential adversaries in all their forms.

* Identify desired political effects/end states.

* Recognize constraints—military, political, and social.

e Translate policies into military objectives.

* Establish aerospace campaign objectives.

* Develop an aerospace strategy.

* Select targets—kinetic and nonkinetic—that support specific objectives.
* Establish a robust evaluation process, and adjust as required.

While we need to continue to learn from military thinkers of the past, we
must also look to the future and take advantage of the potential of aerospace
capabilities. While some aspects of conflict never change, others change rap-
idly with little warning. Aerospace power and how it is used within a campaign
is changing the character of warfare. However, accepting change is not easy.
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Thomas Kuhn suggested that, outside a crisis, accepting new paradigms only
occurs when the old ones die off. In his book Firing for Effect (1995), Lt Gen
David Deptula offers, “The challenge for a military steeped in the traditions,
paradigms, and strategies of the past is recognizing the change, embracing it,
and capitalizing on it before someone else does. Machiavelli said: “There is
nothing more difficult to carry out, nor more doubtful of success, nor more
dangerous to handle, than to initiate a new order of things.” He might also
have added that there is nothing more worthwhile” (p. 19). Have courage and
move forward, embracing proven continued strengths while evolving them to
best address our ever-advancing world.

0 Maton Cargerts T

P. MASON CARPENTER I
Colonel, USAF
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An Airman’s Perspective
Air, Space, and Cyberspace Strategy for the Pacific

Howie Chandler, General, USAF

America’s opponents often base their demands on their perception of
our ability to fight and win wars. . . . Above all, the US military
must prevent major-power opponents from believing they can benefit
[from using their military power against America’s vital interests.

—Michael W. Wynne
Secretary of the Air Force

WHILE THE United States has long been a Pacific nation, it has also been
an air, space, and cyberspace nation. The interests and strategic challenges
that concern our nation in this vast region are inexorably linked with our air,
space, and cyberspace capabilities. Those enduring interests in the Pacific span
the entire spectrum of economic, political, and security relations. America has
paid a significant price in blood and treasure to fight aggression, deter poten-
tial adversaries, extend freedom, and maintain the peace and prosperity of this
part of the world. Our engagement in this region has been critical to both
regional and global security for many decades and will become increasingly so
in the decades to come.!

It is in the United States’ interest to support and encourage the free
movement of goods and services throughout the Asia-Pacific region—one
that encompasses 105 million square miles, 39 countries, over four billion
people, and an economic footprint that rivals the European Union. Not
including the United States, Pacific nations comprise 37 percent of the
gross world product and three of the top 10 global economies: China,
Japan, and India. Approximately 33 percent of the world’s oil and 20 percent

Gen Carrol H. “Howie” Chandler is commander, Pacific Air Forces; air component commander for US
Pacific Command; and executive director, Pacific Air Combat Operations Staff, Hickam Air Force Base,
Hawaii. He is a 1974 graduate of the US Air Force Academy and has commanded a numbered air force,
two fighter wings, a support group, and a fighter squadron. His staff assignments include tours at Head-
quarters Pacific Air Forces, the Pentagon, Headquarters US Pacific Command, Headquarters US Military
Training Mission in Saudi Arabia, and Headquarters Allied Air Forces, Southern Europe. The general has
been deputy chief of staff for operations, plans, and requirements, Headquarters US Air Force. General
Chandler is a command pilot with more than 3,900 flying hours in the T-38, F-15, and F-16.
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Howie Chandler

of the world’s sea-borne trade transit the Strait of Malacca.> Moreover, our
economies are increasingly interrelated; Asian and American capital markets
and our burgeoning cross-Pacific trade have great influence upon our respec-
tive economies.

While our posture in the Pacific clearly guarantees our interests for the
time being, we cannot afford to rest on present successes at the expense of
future security. Every strategic interest in the Pacific relies on some aspect
of air, space, and cyberspace. Consequently, every threat to our interests
challenges our cross-domain dominance. Some examples of this complex
relationship include

* nuclear proliferation,

* the growing proliferation of sophisticated antiaccess weapons com-
bined with the modernization of regional conventional forces,

* emerging and aggressive space capabilities including space denial systems
and a growing space presence among regional powers,

* cyber activities—routine and benign, ambiguous, covert, and overt
aggressive intrusions aimed at our economic, government, and mili-
tary cyber systems, and

e irregular activities that range from full-blown insurgencies to sporadic
terrorist attacks to weak governments that need partner assistance.

There can be little doubt that the regional security and economic pros-
perity we have enjoyed in the Pacific region over the recent decades have
been underpinned by the stabilizing presence of the US military. Even so,
some have suggested that the United States may be neglecting its security
strategy in the Asia-Pacific because it has been too focused on Iraq, Afghani-
stan, and conflicts in other regions of the world. Others are concerned that
overall US military strategy and resource decisions are overly devoted to
addressing current threats at the expense of being prepared to deter and,
if necessary, fight future adversaries that might threaten our national and
international security in the years ahead. America can and must be able
to do both.

From the Pacific Air Forces perspective, we address this complex strategic
environment through three interdependent endeavors: Posture our Forces;
Prepare and Provide Immediate and Responsive Combat Capability; and
Promote Regional Security and Stability.

[ 10] STRATEGIC STUDIES QUARTERLY ¢ SumMmEr 2008



An Airmans Perspective

US Posture in the Pacific

While the Pacific region is not at war, neither is it at peace. No chal-
lenge illustrates this better than the challenge of nuclear proliferation.
Efforts through the Six-Party process (North Korea, South Korea, China,
Japan, Russia, and the United States) aim at the eventual denuclearization
of North Korea, but for the present, the Democratic People’s Republic
of Korea regime remains reclusive and unpredictable and now has the po-
tential to leverage nuclear, chemical, biological, and radiological weapons in
attempts to threaten its neighbors and our allies.

The USAEF along with our regional partners, must maintain the lead
in air, space, and cyberspace capabilities that monitor, deter, and defeat
these types of threats. By 2012, the Republic of Korea (ROK) will assume
wartime operational control of its forces while US Forces in Korea trans-
fers to US Korea Command (USKORCOM) in a doctrinally supporting
relationship to ROK armed forces.? For its part, Japan will take more of
a leading role for its air and missile defense by relocating its Air Defense
Command to Yokota Air Base to strengthen early warning and bilateral
command and control.

These changes, backed by the speed, range, and flexibility of existing US
airpower forces in the region coupled with a new USAF Intelligence, Sur-
veillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR)-Strike Task Force based on Guam,
have enabled a strategic rebalancing of our regional force posture to re-
deploy large numbers of US ground forces to the mainland or within the
theater. Thus, in the Pacific region, the Global Reach, Global Power, and
Global Vigilance provided by the USAF enables diplomatic, economic,
and informational initiatives aimed at countering nuclear proliferation.

High-end military competition is growing and will be a challenge to the
United States. Fueled by a booming economy that delivers $321 billion
worth of goods to the United States, China is modernizing its military.’
The Chinese are rapidly moving forward with significant aerospace devel-
opments based on improvements to existing foreign technologies.

Like China, Russia’s defense spending has significantly increased as the
Russian Federation rises to become one of Europe’s largest economies. A
resurgent Russia is now flexing its military muscle as evidenced in Pacific
air activities reminiscent of Cold War behavior. Between 2001 and 2007,
Russia quadrupled defense spending and has been at the forefront of de-
veloping advanced fighter technology.® Both its MiG and Sukhoi fighter

programs continue to push the air superiority envelope.
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Howie Chandler

In addition, modern advancements in integrated air defenses threaten
the ability of US legacy fighters to dictate the time, place, and tempo
of modern air warfare. Both Russia and China are ready and willing to
export advanced conventional technologies to anyone willing to pay for
them. These and other advances mean that the cross-domain dominance
that US forces have come to depend on is no longer assured.

Dominance is the calculus of any combat, whether it involves a
one-versus-one engagement or the final outcome of an air campaign.
We must be equally concerned about the ability to operate freely in space
and cyberspace. For the first time since the establishment of an independent
Air Force, the joint war fighter’s ability to move freely throughout the battlespace
is in jeopardy because of these advancements in technology.

Competition for access, use, and dominance in space is heating up.
China clearly recognizes the United States’ dependence on space assets
and is bolstering its counterspace capabilities. By testing an antisatellite
(ASAT) weapon in January 2007, China demonstrated that it can threaten
US space assets.

But the recent attention paid to Chinese space activities has concealed
space proliferation activities across the Asia-Pacific region. For more than
a year, headlines have indicated stepped-up space initiatives from a wide
range of countries in the region. For example, South Korea announced
plans to develop an indigenous space launch and sustainment capability,
with $3.6 trillion earmarked for satellite and launch development over the
next 10 years.” In July 2007, Russia launched a German military recon-
naissance satellite into orbit.® In December 2007, the Russian space force
commander announced plans to launch a retransmitting satellite intended
to collect and relay telemetry data on launch vehicle operations no later
than 2009. Shortly thereafter, in January 2008, India announced that it
intends to collaborate with Russia for an unmanned lunar expedition that
will employ a rover-type vehicle to collect and analyze soil, atmospheric,
and rock samples.'? Also, India recently completed a contract to launch
an Israeli advanced synthetic aperture radar imaging satellite from its Sri-
harikota Launching Range.!" And in February 2008, Russia announced
plans to improve the accuracy of its Global Navigation Satellite System
(GLONASS) global positioning constellation by establishing ground-
monitoring stations. The long-range plans aim at reducing errors from the
current 10 meters to centimeters.'? Taken separately, each of these events
portrays a robust effort on the part of several countries to expand their
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An Airman’s Perspective

space capabilities. Viewed in the context of the Pacific region and through
the lens of the increasingly crowded space domain, what today may not
be a security challenge could likely become one of the defining challenges
for the region in the near future.

Cyberspace has joined surface, air, and space domains as a contested
region. Our adversaries recognize America’s dependence on cyberspace,
the domain characterized by using the electromagnetic spectrum to store,
modify, and exchange data via networked systems and associated physical
infrastructure, as a center of gravity and are actively seeking ways to exploit
our reliance upon it.!?

The normal and usually benign activities that occur every minute of
every day as part of commerce and information exchange provide con-
cealment for ambiguous, covert, and overt aggressive intrusions aimed at
our economic, government, and military cyber systems. The intelligence
community assesses that both nonstate actors and nation-states, including
Russia and China, have the technical capabilities to target and disrupt ele-
ments of cyberspace and to use it for intelligence collection.'

Since Thomas Friedman’s book 7he World Is Flat described how cyber
activities have compressed economic activities across the globe, corporations
have intensified outsourcing programs to take advantage of the cyber do-
main to increase productivity and profits.””> A recent report indicated that
Indian dominance in the outsourcing industry has begun to slow down
as other countries compete in this fast-paced industry. According to one
source, countries like China, Russia, and Brazil lead an estimated 30 other
countries vying for contracts in the cyber-industrial marketplace.'® Japan
has even begun recruiting in Burma for computer-savvy workers for its
software, mobile phone, and other electronic and telecommunications de-
vices.!” India expects to more than double its revenue from outsourcing
and cyber activities to reach an estimated $80 billion by 2011."® These
activities appear as a normal part of the global economy at the moment, but
should competition increase, the previously benign economic activities
could turn hostile as critical programs and infrastructure become vulner-
able to cyber attacks. At the moment, the USAF has no assigned role in
protecting commercial systems, but that could change dramatically as the
cyber domain experiences more intense competition. Even now, political
movements that coalesce in cyberspace migrate with alarming speed into
real demonstrations and protest movements across the region.
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We face irregular transnational security challenges that range from
full-blown insurgencies to sporadic terrorist attacks to weak govern-
ments that need partner assistance. Global terrorism extends to this re-
gion of the world where terrorists seek financing, recruit followers, and
continue to plot against the United States and our partners and allies.
The phenomenon of suicide terrorism now prevalent in the Middle East
and in other regions first arose in Sri Lanka, a country still embroiled
in a 20-year-long battle against violent separatists. Piracy threatens the
flow of commerce through the Strait of Malacca, which would not only
affect the regional but the global economy as well. Avian flu and illicit
narcotics continue to be serious challenges to governments throughout
the region.

We know that long-term security cannot be achieved without respect for
human rights, the rule of law, and strengthened government capacity. In
Burma, a military junta continues to harass and oppress thousands of Bur-
mese who seek a free and democratic government. Three military coups in
seven years have resulted in a government in Fiji that continuously teeters
on the brink of dissolution. And natural disasters will continue to strike,
killing hundreds and leaving thousands homeless as we have recently seen
in Bangladesh, Indonesia, and other countries in the Asia-Pacific region.
Each of these areas presents air, space, and cyber forces with new and non-
traditional challenges that demand the utmost in innovation, flexibility,
and dedication—our Airmen are up to the task.

Providing Immediate and Responsive Capabilities

The keys to confronting the challenges presented by the complex Pacific
region require presenting capabilities that embrace airpower’s Global Reach,
Global Power, and Global Vigilance.

In the first place, this requires the ability to command and control our
forces. Throughout airpower history, Airmen have learned that the most
effective way to employ air, space, and cyber power is under a single-
theater joint force air component commander (JFACC)." The USAF
Command and Control Enabling Concept enhanced airpower by provid-
ing the JFACC with a standardized organization and set of capabilities un-
der a component numbered air force (C-NAF) equipped with an air and
space operations center (AOC) and an Air Force forces (AFFOR) staff.
The purpose of the C-NAF is to provide a robust operational presentation
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An Airman’s Perspective

of air forces to each combatant commander. The complexity and the sheer
size of the Pacific region make achieving this robust command and con-
trol construct a daunting task. Recent improvements have significantly
enhanced the PACAFs ability to operate in all three domains.

The most mature and well-known Pacific C-NAF is Seventh Air Force
in Korea, which operates the Capt Joseph McConnell AOC, where for
over 30 years US and Korean Airmen have developed the model for con-
ducting combined air and space operations for the US-ROK Combined
Forces Command. Similarly, there is also a tailored AOC in Alaska to syn-
chronize air, space, and cyber operations for the US Northern Command
and North American Air Defense Command.

The stand-up of Thirteenth Air Force in Hawaii as the C-NAF for the
PACOM AOR is a key element of Air Force strategy in the Pacific. Now,
for the first time, PACOM has a standing JFACC to plan, command and
control, and execute an integrated air, space, and cyber campaign for the
theater and, with the C-NAF, the capability to lead a joint task force if re-
quired. The Maj Richard Bong AOC synchronizes all air, space, and cyber
missions during peacetime with Soldiers and Sailors working side-by-side
with Airmen every day, cementing habitual relationships with sister-service
components. The 613th AOC will have close ties with the new Japanese
bilateral air operations center being built at Yokota AB, Japan, and will
also work with the Australian air operations center in Canberra.

With robust command and control capabilities, our air forces are pos-
tured for persistent involvement in the region to address the full spectrum
of challenges described above. PACAF works closely with many of these
nations through a robust set of theater security cooperation (TSC) events.?’
"The PACAF TSC program promotes interoperability between air forces and
establishes the relationships required to promote coalition partnerships,
lessen the chance of conflict, and promote stability in the region.

Each year, PACAF participates in approximately 30 international exer-
cises, ranging from bilateral exercises like Cope India to multilateral exer-
cises like Red Flag-Alaska. Red Flag-Alaska leverages the tremendous joint
training opportunities of the Pacific Alaska Range Complex and the newest
Air Force aggressor squadron at Eielson AFB to provide the joint and com-
bined war fighter with realistic combat rehearsal training in a stressful threat
environment. Each summer at Red Flag-Alaska, PACAF leads the Execu-
tive Observer Program (EOP), where partner-nation senior airmen observe
Red Flag activities firsthand and discuss coalition operations and training
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requirements, which in turn allows PACAF to tailor future scenarios to
meet those objectives. In 2007, 18 nations from air forces around the
world attended the EOP.

In 2006, the CSAF expanded the Unified Engagement (UE) program
beyond the Washington, DC, area to provide opportunities for engaging
regional partners such as Australia, Japan, the Republic of Korea, Sin-
gapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, and India in a variety of bilateral and
multilateral scenario vignettes, exercises, and discussions to further
assist PACAF in promoting regional stability. These scenarios are set 10
to 20 years in the future with topics covering the full spectrum of con-
flict, including counterterrorism, humanitarian assistance/disaster relief,
ISR, and irregular warfare. In Europe, NATO provides forums for similar
discussions—in the Pacific, PACAF uses UE to promote regional security
and stability with our partners across the region.

We must maintain high-end capabilities while conducting low-end
operations. Low-end operations can often produce the goodwill that
contributes to long-lasting stability in the region. For example, in Feb-
ruary 2008, Hawaii- and Alaska-based C-17s delivered 225,000 pounds
of food, medicine, and cold-weather supplies to Shanghai, China, to
provide relief for Chinese citizens across 19 provinces during their most
severe winter in 50 years. Within 18 hours of the secretary of defense’s
mission approval, 18 cargo pallets were delivered to mainland China.

Last year, PACAF deployed a C-17 with a joint team of 50 Air Force,
Army, and Navy medics, dentists, and civil engineers to the remote Pa-
cific islands of Vanuatu, Kiribati, and Nauru. In just 96 hours, the team
cared for over 4,300 patients and trained over 1,000 local civilian, po-
lice, fire, customs, and nursing personnel on basic life support skills.*! In
both cases, PACAF’s rapid responsiveness and flexibility to provide much-
needed materials and services delivered the lasting and positive effects that
characterize partnership and goodwill.

Promoting Regional Security and Stability
Aiir, Space, and Cyberspace Power’s Role

When the PACOM commander describes the Pacific, he proclaims, “The
guns are silent.”** Clearly, the Air Force, working with sister services and
partner nations, has been a key driver of this silence. However, improve-
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ments to USAF force structure and capabilities in this region are the only
ways to guarantee this state of affairs continues in the future.

Global Vigilance operations in the Pacific cut across air, space, and cyber-
space and are the eyes and ears of commanders, saving American lives and
helping to defeat our enemies before they can act. These ISR operations also
inform national security policy and allow the combatant commander to posi-
tion combat capabilities when and where required. Recent ballistic missile
and underground nuclear testing by North Korea, successful antisatellite
operations by China, and the increased number of Russian long-range
bomber missions in the Arctic have further emphasized the need to re-
main vigilant.

While ISR collection operations are critical, the culturally astute intelli-
gence analyst’s ability to provide the war fighter context for decision making
is equally important. PACAF recently hired a State Department—trained
foreign policy advisor for this very purpose. While the Air Force must con-
tinue to invest in more ISR assets to provide the appropriate level of cover-
age for the region, it must also continue the professional development of
regional affairs specialists and support requirements for more human intel-
ligence capability. PACAF is also collaborating with our regional partners
to share information in areas of mutual concern. Without a multilateral
alliance such as NATO, information sharing in the Pacific tends to occur
bilaterally. Opening.the information-sharing aperture to multiple nations
was exactly the purpose of the Global Hawk Capabilities Forum, held in
April 2008, when multiple Pacific nations came together to discuss how
they could share information during humanitarian assistance or disaster re-
lief scenarios.

Global Reach allows the Air Force to bridge the distances in the Pacific
to deliver effects in operationally relevant timeframes of hours, not days
or weeks. Basing USAF C-17 airlift assets in Alaska and Hawaii shows
the increased emphasis the Air Force puts on improving our ability to
respond more rapidly in this region. Bases in Alaska and Hawaii serve as
critical components for humanitarian assistance, disaster relief, or combat
operations. In addition, C-17s in Hawaii and Alaska have brought un-
precedented levels of organic, flexible airlift to PACAFE. The Army rarely
travels lightly. Hawaii- and Alaska-based C-17s are strategically collocated
with Army units, allowing PACOM to respond immediately with a joint
force to any type of contingency worldwide.
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Gen T. Michael Moseley said, “ Everything we do, whether it’s disaster re-
lief. humanitarian relief, global vigilance, global strike, or global mobility—the
thing that makes you global’ is the jet tanker.”* Given the size of the AOR,
PACAF’s tanker aircraft enable our joint and combined military teams
to project combat capability anytime, anywhere throughout the Pacific
and around the world. KC-135 tankers permanently based in Alaska,
Hawaii, and Japan, as well as rotational tankers on Guam, make up the
air bridge required to move fighters, bombers, and other assets throughout
the theater. In short, they allow us to dissuade, deter, and, if necessary,
defeat any potential adversaries.

An equally important part of Global Reach for the joint team in the
Pacific is the combination of communications, navigation, and position-
ing capability provided by Air Force satellites. Many of these satellites have
outlived their designed endurance. We have begun the task of replacing
some of our aging systems, and this April (2008) the first Wideband Global
SATCOM-1 was launched, providing upgraded communications capability
with coverage from PACOM to the West Coast of the mainland. Over the
next 10 years, the Air Force must recapitalize all of these systems to maintain
the advantage our space capability provides our nation.

USAF fighters and bombers attain strategic effects by striking anywhere
in the world. Replacing aging fighters and fielding the next-generation,
long-range bomber are a strategic imperative for the nation. As discussed
carlier, over 30 nations operate fighter aircraft that are at parity or exceed
the capabilities of our F-15 and F-16 fleet. In addition, our legacy fighters
are increasingly expensive to maintain and less reliable to fly.

Our Air Force took the first critical step to enhance regional Global
Power by placing three of its seven programmed USAF F-22 Raptor
squadrons in the Pacific to provide immediate response to crises. The Air
Force is also considering future basing of the F-35 Lightning II at key
Pacific locations such as Eielson AFB, Alaska,** and Kadena AB, Japan.?
It is important to note that the F-22 and F-35 work as a team, with the
Raptor “kicking down the enemy’s door” for the Lightning II and other
aircraft to undertake their respective missions. The F-22 serves as an air-
dominance fighter with air-to-surface capabilities, while the F-35 will be an
air-to-surface workhorse with the ability to defend itself . . . both having the
ability to collect and share information. Both fighter programs must remain on

track if the USAF strategy is to succeed in the Pacific.
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Advances in integrated air defense systems throughout the world not
only highlight deficiencies in our fighter force but also threaten our bomber
force’s ability to hold any target at risk, anywhere, anytime. Since 2004, the
USAF has rotationally deployed a continuous bomber presence of B-1, B-2,
or B-52 aircraft to Andersen AFB, Guam, to enhance regional security,
demonstrate US commitment to the western Pacific, and provide integrated
training opportunities. Their range and payload, combined with precision,
lethality, survivability, and responsiveness, provide the backbone of this
viable, strategic military deterrent. Eventually the technological gap
our B-2 stealth bomber enjoys today will be bridged by advancements
in antiaccess technologies. This, coupled with the fact that the current
bomber fleet is becoming more expensive and difficult to maintain,
highlights the need to develop the next-generation, long-range bomber by
2018. The new bomber will feature stealth, payload, and improved avion-
ics sensor suites and will incorporate advanced technologies to ensure our
bomber force’s ability to fulfill our nation’s and the combatant commanders’
global requirements.

Finally, while Global Vigilance, Reach, and Power in the Pacific requires
modernizing the fleet, it also requires new infrastructure on Guam. Guam
has become an important piece of DoD force-structure transformation in
the Pacific and is a critical part of the USAF strategic triangle of bases on
US soil in Alaska, Hawaii, and Guam. In addition to the ISR-Strike Task
Force at Andersen AFB, PACAF is in the process of standing up a contin-
gency response group (CRG) composed of Red Horse civil engineers, security
forces, combat communications, and airlift mobility support squadrons—all
the elements required to open an airfield. PACAF consolidated these units
from bases around the Pacific to create a single unit under one commander
that will train together and be able to deploy rapidly worldwide. Overall, the
Air Force buildup on Guam will stress the island’s construction capacity
from 2009 through 2014. The Guam infrastructure buildup will require a
coordinated effort involving the government of Guam, the DoD, federal
agencies, and private businesses to implement innovative cost-sharing,
privatizing, and commercial solutions.?®

To overcome worldwide advancements in fighter technology and air
defenses, the nation must enable the Air Force to field the F-35, combat
search and rescue (CSAR)-X, and next-generation, long-range bombers
to ensure our strength in the Pacific. The Air Force needs the new tanker
fielded immediately in a theater where tankers make or break the ability
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to deliver Global Vigilance, Reach, and Power. In addition, the Air Force
needs to continue to focus its ISR, space, and cyber capabilities on the
region. Finally, there are substantial investments in infrastructure required
at PACAF bases, especially Andersen, which has become a key base for
delivering sovereign options for the nation.

The Air Force has come a long way in the Pacific, both in how we pos-
ture our forces and how we have engaged with our partners. We are in a
marathon—not a sprint—but we must also realize that to remain ahead
we must maintain the pace. The relative calm we find today in the Pacific
is due in large part to the resources and support provided to the military
and the Air Force by America. This support has been critical to the Air-
men before us who worked hard, and at times fought hard, to build the
security and stability we enjoy today. We cannot afford to do less in the
coming days as this region is too important to our national interest and
our future as a great nation. K]
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A National Priority

Jeff Sessions

A SIGNIFICANT ANNIVERSARY in our nation’s history passed recently,
although most Americans probably did not realize it. 23 March 2008
marked the twenty-fifth anniversary of Ronald Reagan’s Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI), or “Star Wars,” speech. Addressing the American people
from the Oval Office on prime-time television, President Reagan chal-
lenged the notion that the security of our nation had to rely entirely on so-
called mutually assured destruction (MAD). The president argued that “the
human spirit must be capable of rising above dealing with other nations
and human beings by threatening their existence.” While acknowledging
the technological challenges inherent in missile defense, often compared
to “hitting a bullet with a bullet,” Reagan nevertheless “call[ed] upon the
scientific community in our country, those who gave us nuclear weap-
ons, to turn their great talents now to the cause of mankind and world
peace, to give us the means of rendering these nuclear weapons impotent
and obsolete.” President Reagan’s SDI speech a quarter century ago was
certainly one of the highlights of his great presidency. The speech gal-
vanized the American people, and the White House was overwhelmed
with phone calls from the general public, over 80 percent of which were
supportive of SDI.! The Soviets also took notice, publicly denouncing
the speech in hysterical tones while, internally, wondering what it meant
for the future of their crumbling Communist system. As Vice President
Cheney recently said, “Reagan’s vision of missile defense surely helped
accelerate our victory in the Cold War. There was simply no way the So-
viet Union was going to defeat an America so confident in its purposes
and so determined to defend itself against nuclear terror. This outcome
alone is enough to place Ronald Reagan among our greatest presidents.”

Senator Jeff Sessions (R-AL) has served in the Senate since 1996. He is a senior member of the Senate
Armed Services Committee and serves as the Ranking Member on the Strategic Forces Subcommittee,
which handles all missile defense, nuclear, and space issues. He is also a member of the Judiciary, Budget,
and Energy and Natural Resources Committees. Prior to his service in the Senate, Senator Sessions served
as United States Attorney for Alabama’s Southern District and Alabama Attorney General.
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"The anniversary of President Reagan’s momentous speech has caused me
to reflect a great deal on the subject of missile defense—what we have ac-
complished and what we have yet to do. In the pages that follow I would
like to discuss the nature of the threat America faces from ballistic missiles,
the Ballistic Missile Defense System that we have built, the technologies for
the future, and the political environment facing missile defense today.

The Evolving Missile Threat

Opponents of missile defense today often argue that foreign ballistic mis-
siles are not a serious enough threat to justify the effort and expenditure
required to deploy antimissile defenses. Terrorists and rogue states, these
skeptics argue, are more likely to use unconventional means to deliver weap-
ons of mass destruction, such as container ships or so-called suitcase nukes.
But many hostile states are actively pursuing sophisticated ballistic missile
capabilities. There were over 120 foreign ballistic missile launches in 2007,
which greatly exceed what has been seen in recent years. North Korea and
Iran have recently demonstrated the ability to undertake complex missile
operations requiring multiple and simultaneous launches of different ranges
of missiles.” Other nations, such as Syria and Pakistan, are expanding the
number and range of their missiles.

North Korea is perhaps the most dangerous of America’s enemies because
it has long-range missiles, a demonstrated nuclear weapons capability, and a
history of selling sensitive technologies to other rogue regimes. Calling North
Korea’s missile program “a threat which cannot be ignored,” Gen B. B. Bell,
commander of US forces i Korea, recently told the Senate Armed Services
Committee that “as a leading supplier of missile-related technologies
with known export programs to Syria, Iran and other nations of concern,
North Korea continues to build missiles of increasing range, lethality and
accuracy, bolstering its current stockpile of 800 missiles for its defense
and external sales.”* This assessment was backed up by retired vice admi-
ral Mike McConnell, our Director of National Intelligence, who testified
before the Senate Intelligence Committee that “we assess that North Korea’s
Taepo Dong-2, which failed in its flight test in July 2006, probably has the
potential capability to deliver a nuclear-weapon-sized payload to the conti-
nental United States.” Our global missile defense system is now available to
neutralize this threat to the US homeland.
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Iran also poses a growing threat to the US homeland, our allies, and
our forward-deployed forces. Gen Bantz J. Craddock, commander of US
European Command, recently stated that “Iran already possesses ballistic
missiles that can reach parts of Europe and is developing missiles that can
reach most of Europe. By 2015 Iran may also deploy an Inter-Continental
Ballistic Missile (ICBM) capable of reaching all of Europe and parts of the
U.S.” The United States currently has no means of protecting our terri-
tory, or that of our NATO allies, from such missiles launched from Iran.
For that reason, President Bush has proposed, and the Congress has sup-
ported, the building of a ground-based missile defense system in Eastern
Europe (often called the “third site”). Plans call for a powerful missile-
tracking radar to be moved from the Pacific theater and placed in the
Czech Republic, along with 10 ground-based interceptors based in silos
in Poland. Our government continues to make progress on basing agree-
ments for this system, and I am hopeful that we can get it up and run-
ning by the Missile Defense Agency’s (MDA) stated goal of 2012. Because
our intelligence community believes that Iran may have a nuclear-armed
ICBM deployed by 2015, any delay in the third site could mean that we
would be unprotected when the Iranian threat matures.

Clearly, our enemies’ expanding missile programs are meant to be di-
rected at some target. If Iranian president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad
and North Korean dictator Kim Jong-Il believe that ballistic missiles are
still relevant in the post-9/11 world, it would behoove us to act is if they
are. Today we face a much broader range of missile threats than we did
during the Cold War, posed by a much more diverse, and less predict-
able, group of enemies. Can Iran be counted on not to launch an ICBM
at the United States or our allies, or not to pass it to a terrorist group
that would? Without defenses in place, we may face the unenviable choice
between preemptively attacking states with ballistic missiles and leaving our
population vulnerable to them. The good news is that today’s rogue regimes
do not have, and probably never will have, anything approaching the
number of ICBMs that the Soviets held at the peak of their power. Mis-
sile defenses can therefore have even more deterrent and defensive power
against these regimes.
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Progress to Date

Though we have accomplished much over the past 25 years, we spent
much of that time hamstrung by the strictures of the Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile (ABM) Treaty. The treaty, negotiated with the Soviet Union in 1972,
limited the signatories to two interceptor sites within their national ter-
ritories, and the parties eventually agreed to cut that number to one each.
The central purpose of the treaty was to prohibit the deployment of a
national missile defense system. Thankfully, after consultation with Rus-
sian president Putin and other foreign partners, President Bush took the
decisive, essential step of withdrawing from this outdated agreement in
2002. Facing down those with fevered brows, he recognized the reality
that we needed to deploy a missile defense system and that it could not be
done with the treaty in force.

The Missile Defense Agency now employs more than 8,000 full-time
and contract staff dedicated to defending America from ballistic missile
attack. In 2002 President Bush charged the MDA with developing and de-
ploying missile defenses as rapidly as possible. He gave it special flexibility in its
acquisition processes so that missile defense would not get bogged down and
drawn out like so many other defense programs have in the past. The results
speak for themselves. The MDA has fielded an initial missile defense capa-
bility built upon four tested and proven programs: Ground-Based Mid-
course Defense (GMD), Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD), Patriot
Advanced Capability-3 (PAC-3), and the Theater High-Altitude Area
Defense (THAAD) system. As General Obering recently testified: “None
of this capability existed as recently as June 2004. This rapid fielding would
never have been possible unless I had the integrated decision authority
over requirements, acquisition, and budget. I think it is fair to say that this
capability would have taken 2 to 3 times longer to field under standard
Department practices.”’

Unlike earlier missile defense systems such as Nike-Zeus, Safeguard,
and the first-generation Patriot missile, today’s missile defense platforms
all operate on the principle of “hit-to-kill.” These systems must and do
work flawlessly in real time, a monumental accomplishment that some
have compared to that of landing a man on the moon. As of today, the
MDA demonstrated hit-to-kill in 34 of 42 attempts since 2001. In 2007
it conducted 25 major tests and successfully met its primary test objectives
in 18 of 20 flight tests. Of those 2007 tests for which a missile intercept
was the objective, success was achieved in 10 of 10 attempts.? According

STRATEGIC STUDIES QUARTERLY @ SumMER 2008 [25]



Jeff Sessions

to Charles McQueary, the Pentagon’s chief weapons tester: “Hit-to-kill
is no longer a technological uncertainty; it is a reality, being successfully
demonstrated many times over the past few years. The challenge now is
to demonstrate hit-to-kill in more complex target scenes that include not
only target deployment artifacts but countermeasures as well. [MDA di-
rector] General Obering has this in his future test plans.”

The centerpiece of the present architecture is the GMD system, consist-
ing of 24 ground-based interceptors sitting in silos at Ft. Greely, Alaska, and
Vandenberg AFB, California. GMD is tied together by a command and con-
trol suite and cued by a host of powerful radars based on land, sea, and space.
When the North Koreans prepared to launch their Taepodong-2 missile in
July of 2006, the GMD system was placed on alert 24 hours a day. The North
Korean missile ultimately failed early in flight, but the demonstration of Amer-
ican defensive capability marked a signal success for the MDA. Though the
North Korean test was a failure, Admiral McConnell has testified that, with
continued testing, the Taecpodong-2 “probably has the potential capability to
deliver a nuclear-weapon-sized payload to the continental United States.”'

Our allies and forces deployed abroad are currently protected, in part, by
17 Aegis BMD warships capable of long-range radar surveillance and track-
ing, of which 12 are also capable of missile intercepts. Aegis BMD warships
fire the Standard Missile-3, which has achieved more successful intercepts
than any other missile defense system in our inventory, including a recent
test against two targets at once. Aegis and the SM-3 missile are perhaps most
notable as the duo responsible for the February 2007 tracking and shooting
down of a malfunctioning reconnaissance satellite that was set to crash to
Earth, possibly spreading its toxic fuel in a populated area. Aegis warships
can also fire the SM-3 Block IV, which can intercept the kinds of short-
range missiles that are proliferated all over the Middle East.

PAC-3 and THAAD are theater defense systems, providing protection
against short- and some medium-range missiles. PAC-3 engages short-
range missiles inside the earth’s atmosphere (endoatmospheric) while
THAAD can destroy short- and medium-range missiles either inside or
outside (exoatmospheric) the atmosphere. Together, they will provide our
forces abroad and our allies with protection against a range of threats.
The MDA has also worked closely with allied nations on missile defense
projects, and the agency currently is engaged with some form of coopera-
tion with 18 nations.
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The Future of Missile Defense

Looking to the future, I believe that we will see important agreements
signed with our allies in Poland and the Czech Republic, allowing us to
base elements of our ground-based system in Eastern Europe as a defense
for all of Europe and the United States against the growing Iranian threat.
Maintaining funding for the European site is one of the most important
battles we will have to fight this year, but it is a battle we must win. It is
one of the highest legislative priorities for the Bush administration, and
for me personally. It is unconscionable to me that we would pull the rug
out from under allied governments and leaders who have courageously
stood with us against the protests of their domestic leftists and the intimi-
dating behavior of Putin’s Russia. And I don’t think we will.

Just over the horizon is a new generation of even more powerful missile
defense technologies, including more capable SM-3 missiles; better de-
fenses against short-range rockets, artillery, and mortars (counter-RAM);
and the development of Kinetic Energy Interceptors (KEI) that can strike
missiles as they are boosting off the launchpad. We may also see boost-
phase missile defense applications for directed energy weapons as well, via
the Airborne Laser (ABL) program. Our midcourse interceptors will be
more capable in the next decade. Multiple-kill vehicles (MKV) that place
multiple interceptors on a single booster will better allow our missile de-
fense systems to overcome countermeasures, such as balloons and decoys.
Ultimately, protecting this nation from ballistic missile attack may also
require putting defense assets in space. For reasons that elude me, some of
my colleagues in Congress continue to prevent us from even funding basic
research into these space-based BMD technologies.

"The president’s total missile defense funding request for fiscal year 2009 is
$10.8 billion. That is a significant sum of money, to be sure, but by no means
is it out of proportion to other critical national defense programs. By way
of comparison, $8.8 billion was requested this year for defense satellite pro-
grams, $4.6 billion for a next-generation aircraft carrier, and $6.9 billion for
the Joint Strike Fighter. Our momentum must not be lost through further
cuts to current levels of missile defense funding. Our systems must get more
robust and more capable because history teaches us that our enemies will not
stand still. It is also important to note that, as the Government Accountability
Office recently found, cost growth on MDA programs has averaged only
around 5 to 6 percent.'" So-called Nunn-McCurdy rules, which require the
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Defense Department to issue waivers for programs whose costs are spiraling
out of control, do not kick in until cost growth reaches 25 percent.

The Political Environment

When President Reagan unveiled his Strategic Defense proposal 25
years ago, he faced a torrent of reflexive, antimissile defense rhetoric from
the liberal intelligentsia in this country. The Atlanta Constitution criticized
Reagan for “raising the remote possibility of a sci-fi defense against So-
viet missiles” and argued that, in the process, Reagan “risked destabilizing
the U.S.-Soviet military balance—already dangerously tenuous.”'? Kosta
Tsipis, codirector of a program in science and technology at the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology, called the program “a cruel hoax,” and
physicist Howard Garcia said that “if [the SDI] is finally developed or
even pursued in earnest, it surely will engender the most counterproductive,
senseless waste of intellect, labor and treasure in human history.”"? A group
of former foreign policy eminences, including Robert McNamara and
McGeorge Bundy, predicted that “unless it is radically constrained during
the next four years [the SDI] will bring vast new costs and dangers to our
country and to mankind.”

These self-proclaimed “experts” made arguments that were, on their
face, self-contradictory. They argued that missile defense would be ineffec-
tive—that it was a technological impossibility. Yet, in the next breath, they
would claim that missile defense was going to destabilize the US-Soviet
nuclear balance and drive Moscow to take drastic measures. How both of
these things could be true is beyond me. In fact, both arguments proved
false. America pursued missile defenses while simultaneously improving re-
lations with the USSR.

President Reagan believed that American unpreparedness was the greatest
threat to peace and stability. While many of his opponents felt that invest-
ing in missile defenses would lead to a destabilizing “spiral” of arms racing,
Reagan argued in his SDI address that “we can't afford to believe that we will
never be threatened. There have been two world wars in my lifetime. We
didn’t start them and, indeed, did everything we could to avoid being drawn
into them. But we were ill-prepared for both. Had we been better prepared,
peace might have been preserved.” Reagan turned out to be right, of course.
His pursuit of defenses may have hastened the downfall of the Communist
regime, the arms race was no worse after than it had been before the speech,
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and Reagan’s signal of determination to prepare was taken as an unambigu-
ous sign of American strength by the Soviets.

Well, our missile defense systems may have come a long way since 1983,
but the arguments of the naysayers have not. In 2002 Prof. Ted Postol of
MIT claimed that the MDA had “concealed from the American people and
Congress the fact that a weapon system paid for by hard-earned tax dollars
to defend our country cannot work.” Yet, after dozens of successful tests,
Dr. Postol now claims that our proposed missile defense site in Europe may
be so capable that it could make Russia insecure. He wrote in October of
last year that, in the future, “the European defense might be able to engage
many hundreds of targets, thereby, in conjunction with other U.S. systems,
threatening Russia’s nuclear deterrent.”'* Once again, these criticisms are
both self-contradictory and demonstrably false. Missile defense works, and
it is a force for stability rather than instability in the world.

While some continue to oppose even funding basic research for some of
these technologies, the good news is that, unlike in Reagan’s time, voices
like Dr. Postol’s are few in number and no longer part of the mainstream
debate on either side of the aisle. We have, I believe, crossed the Rubicon.
The Democrats on our defense committees have used their newly gained
majority to nibble away at some missile defense funding, but not to slash
it. In their first year back in charge, the Democratic majority cut the Mis-
sile Defense Agency request about 3 percent. Their decision speaks vol-
umes: it says missile defense is now not just a conservative cause, a Reagan
star wars vision, but it has become a national commitment that we must
complete. The American people want this security, and the Congress will
not deny it to them.

This hard-won consensus would never have been possible if not for the
vision of Ronald Reagan, just as the incredible capabilities we have devel-
oped over the past quarter century would not exist without the dedicated
military and civilian personnel of the MDA and its predecessor organiza-
tions. 'The United States is the world leader in missile defense technology
and is dedicated to expanding its ever-improving defensive umbrella to
friends and allies around the world. As Ronald Reagan saw well before
most, missile defense is a potent force for security and stability in the
world. It is a powerful weapon for peace-loving nations that refuse to be
bullied by despots and dictators armed with weapons of terror. Edward
Teller, the famous Hungarian scientist who originally convinced Reagan
of the need to launch SDI, put it this way: “I love my grandchildren. 1
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want to be sure that they will be able to live out their lives without facing
the terrible choice between slavery and Armageddon.”"” Today the Missile
Defense Agency and its supporters around the country are making sure
that we can all live in such a world. MY®)_
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The Drawdown Asymmetry

Why Ground Forces Will Depart Iraq but
Air Forces Will Stay

Clint “Q” Hinote, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

The Language of Iraq Strategy

The common language used to describe Iraq often obscures reality. No-
where is this more evident than in the descriptions of the “surge strategy.”
Some assert that the surge is not really a strategy at all because it focuses
on the means employed in Iraq and ignores the ways and ends of coalition
policy there.! Others argue that the surge strategy did, in fact, include a
modification of the ends (political reconciliation was identified as a key
goal, and multiple, measurable benchmarks were proposed to guide the
Iraqi political process) as well as the ways (coalition troops established
multiple joint security stations where they, along with their Iragi counter-
parts, lived among the people they were responsible for securing).” The
element that attracted the lion’s share of the attention, however, was the
increase in the means, specifically the addition of thousands of US ground
forces into Iraq.

While many elements of combat power have increased in and around
Iraq over the past year—including sea, air, and space power—both public
officials and members of the media have described the increase in military
force almost exclusively in terms of major ground units.? In fact, the most
common description of the surge highlights the increase in brigade com-
bat teams (BCT) from 15 to 20.# The current debate over Iraq strategy
centers on the questions of when, and how rapidly, forces will be reduced
in Iraq, and it continues to revolve around major ground units. It seems
likely that this trend will continue. Discussions of when and how the US
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Army BCTs will leave Iraq will dominate the discourse about the coalition’s
future in Iraq.

For all of the discussion about force levels and combat units in Iraq, it
is surprising that one important aspect of the coming drawdown has not
been discussed widely—until now. While major ground units will soon
begin leaving without replacement, air units in the region cannot do so.
Air forces must stay behind to protect and support the coalition forces
that remain. They must also control and protect the sovereign airspace
over Iraq, as the Iraqi air force is many years away from being able to do
this. Over time, this will manifest itself in a drawdown asymmetry that will
have weighty implications for coalition policy in Iraq as well as for the
long-term health of the organizations tasked to provide these air forces,
chiefly the US Air Force. Ultimately, the consequences may manifest them-
selves in such a way that the term drawdown asymmetry will become a key
element of the language used to discuss Iraq strategy.

Major Ground Units Must Leave

Major ground units are leaving Iraq, and they will not be replaced. Those
knowledgeable with the current state of the US Army and the Marine Corps
realize this was inevitable.® The two services could not sustain the required
level of effort much longer without incurring unacceptable risks to the health
of their forces. Prior to implementing the surge, the Army and Marine Corps
faced significant challenges in the areas of deployment scheduling, recruit-
ing, retention, and equipment. As early as 2004, some were describing the
Army as “broken.”” The years that followed saw increased pressures placed on
units as their tours of duty in Iraq and Afghanistan were extended routinely,
and their recovery time was cut short. When the surge added more stress to this
baseline, the challenges grew considerably.® Maj Gen Michael L. Oates, com-
mander of the 10th Mountain Division, describes the current situation in this
way: “[Our soldiers] are also very tired. A 15-month tour is very difficult on
soldiers and on families, especially if you're on your second or third tour. The
strain on soldiers and their families is not cumulative, it is exponential.”

The stress on the Army and Marine Corps is unsustainable over the long
run. Coalition leaders, including the president, always intended these policies
to be a short-term approach to increase security in order to buy time for the
political process to improve. While the surge in military forces appears to have
mitigated the sectarian violence that has gripped Iraq since the bombing of
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the Golden Mosque in Samara in early 20006, progress on the political front
has been painfully slow.!” It now appears that Iraqi politicians will have until
summer of 2008 to take advantage of the temporary surge in troops. By then,
the surge will have pushed the ground forces to their limits, and ground forces
will continue coming home.

But the United States Must Stay Involved in Iraq

Some call for an “immediate” exit from Iraq, and others argue that the
surge is working and should continue. The only meaningful question, how-
ever, regarding ground force levels is determining the best plan to attain a
sustainable force level until the coalition is ready to leave. This plan must
avoid extremes. Just as current force levels are unsustainable, the United
States cannot withdraw forces abruptly—there are numerous physical limits
to preparing and transporting the equipment and people.'! Any feasible plan
will withdraw forces over a significant period such that a graph depicting
force levels versus time will resemble a glide path (see fig. 1).

Ground Force Reductions in Iraq

Time Months? Years?

Figure 1. The Withdrawal “Glide Path.” (Adapted from House Armed Services and Foreign Affairs
Committees, “Charts to Accompany the Testimony of GEN David H. Petraeus,” Report to Congress
on the Situation in Iraq, prepared by Gen David H. Petraeus, commander, Multi-National Force-Iraq,
10-11September2007, http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/Petraeus-Testimony-Slides20070910
.pdf.) This figure uses the same force levels and ambiguous timeline General Petraeus presented
(see fig. 2).
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At some point on this glide path, the United States will reach a ground
force level that is physically sustainable in the long term (i.e., the United States
can keep the forces in the field at moderate cost in terms of lives, finances, and
opportunity costs to other missions and global commitments). Once physical
sustainment is possible, political sustainment in Washington, DC, becomes
possible as well. It is at this point that the next major Iraq debate will take
place, as politicians and their advisors ask, should the United States see the
operation in Iraq through to a logical conclusion or cut its losses? In other
words, should we stay or should we go?

The most likely answer is that the United States will stay. Once US ground
force levels in Iraq are both physically and politically sustainable, the United
States is most likely to conclude that as long as the central government of
Iraq is weak, continued engagement is preferable to complete withdrawal.
There are several reasons for this. First, an Iraq with no US forces in place
will probably descend into chaos. During his testimony to Congress, Gen-
eral Petraeus cited the conclusions of a Defense Intelligence Agency report
addressing the consequences of a rapid withdrawal from Iraq:

A rapid withdrawal would result in the further release of the strong centrifugal

forces in Iraq and produce a number of dangerous results, including a high risk

of disintegration of the Iraqi Security Forces; rapid deterioration of local secu-

rity initiatives; al Qaeda-Iraq regaining lost ground and freedom of manecuver; a

marked increase in violence and further ethno-sectarian displacement and refugee

flows; alliances of convenience by Iraqi groups with internal and external forces to

gain advantages over their rivals; and exacerbation of already challenging regional
dynamics, especially with respect to Iran.!'?

This report makes the case that a failed Iraqi state is a prime candidate to
provide sanctuary and strategic bases for transnational terrorist groups such
as al-Qaeda. An Iraqi state in chaos would be advantageous for al-Qaeda as
it would offer the group a large Islamic population in which to hide, rela-
tively easy access to transportation and lines of communication, and large
numbers of potential recruits. In today’s global security environment, any
failed state with a large Islamic population is a threat to become a hotbed
for terrorism. Iraq is no exception, and it is not in the United States’ or
coalition’s interest to walk away from Iraq and allow al-Qaeda free access.'”
This is a major reason why coalition nations are likely to keep forces in (or
near) Iraq for many years to come.

In addition to offering sanctuary for transnational terrorist groups, an
Iraq in chaos is fertile ground for Iran to extend its influence over large
areas of Iraq, including areas that contain large oil fields. Iran is undoubtedly
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exerting itself in Iraq today. General Petracus described this in his testimony:
“It is increasingly apparent to both Coalition and Iraqi leaders that Iran,
through the use of the Qods Force, seeks to turn the Iraqgi Special Groups
into a Hezbollah-like force to serve its interests and fight a proxy war
against the Iraqi state and coalition forces in Iraq.”'* A total withdrawal
would leave this activity unchecked—not a good outcome for the United
States or many of its coalition partners.

While the United States is not profiting directly from the war in Iraq, there
are strong economic reasons to stay engaged there, and the chief consideration
is the oil market. US oil imports from Iraq comprise only a small percentage
of the total, but oil supplies are so tight that any disruptions in supply can
have major repercussions for the global market."”” Even though the coalition
actively protects Irag’s oil infrastructure, there have been hundreds of insur-
gent attacks on pipelines, pumping stations, and other components.'® Iraqi
oil production is a key component of the supply provided by the Organiza-
tion of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), and analysts believe this
production will rise over the next year.!” Analysts have already factored these
expectations into their market forecasts, and sudden shocks to oil supply, even
if only in the short term, could result in price spikes that have the potential to
affect the global economy for months to years. In addition, oil revenues are
critical for the continued progress of the Iragi government, and this gives the
governments enemies ample reason to continue attacks on oil infrastructure.
Remaining engaged in Iraq is the best way to minimize this risk.

In addition to protecting US and coalition interests, there are several
other reasons for staying engaged there. First, some make a strong moral
argument that the United States should not walk away from Iraq. From a
security and economic standpoint, many Iraqis are worse off today than
they were under the Hussein regime. Many believe that the United States
has an obligation to stay until Iraqis enjoy a decent opportunity for a better
future. As James Dobbins comments, “Having toppled Saddam Hussein
and dismantled his government, the United States has assumed weighty
responsibilities for about 28 million people whom we cannot in good
conscience shirk.”'® Anthony Cordesman agrees when he writes that by
invading Iraq, the United States put “28 million lives at risk and is morally
responsible for the outcome.”" Second, the United States has invested a
great amount of emotional energy in Iraq. Hundreds of thousands of US
citizens, from the lowest-ranking soldiers to the most senior officials, have
forged personal relationships with Iraqi people—walking away from them
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will be emotionally difficult. As an example, Marine gunnery sergeant
Terry Walker, an instructor who trains Iraqi security forces, expresses his
frustration at the suggestion that coalition forces would leave Iraq, “Are
you telling me that after five years, we would cut the fish loose as soon
as we got him to the boat?”? Third, historical analogies are important to
policy makers, and the most easily available analogy is the US withdrawal
from South Vietnam.?! As many perceive this as a mistake, it will bolster
the argument to continue the US involvement in Iraq.** Finally, the best
line of reasoning for a rapid withdrawal from Iraq is that continued involve-
ment is a strategic overcommitment that jeopardizes US interests in other
areas of the world. In the absence of a clear threat, however, this argument is
unlikely to hold sway. For all of these reasons, the United States is likely to
remain engaged in Iraq for many years to come, albeit with a much smaller
ground force.

Transitioning From “Go Big’’ to “Go Long”

With the ongoing redeployment of ground forces, a major shift is under-
way from a short-term surge to a significantly smaller force that is sustain-
able in the long term. At least one Pentagon planning group predicted this
shift. In late 2006, as the Bush administration searched for a new direc-
tion in Iraq, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen Peter Pace,
formed a policy advisory group that identified three main options in Iraq.
The advisory group concluded that the United States could send more
troops to try and break the cycle of sectarian violence (nicknamed the
“go big” option), withdraw troops and transition to a long-term training
and advisory function (“go long”), or withdraw all forces from Iraq (“go
home”). In addition, the group identified a hybrid plan dubbed, “Go big
but short while transitioning to go long.” This option included a short-
term buildup followed up by a drawdown to a sustainable force level.? It
is now apparent that the United States is executing this option, and barring
the unexpected, 2008 will be the year where the transition from “go big” to
“go long” will take place.

The “go long” force will be much smaller than the surge force that is in
Iraq today, and its mission will fundamentally change. In his testimony
to Congress, General Petraecus summarized this shift in the title for his
recommendation for Iraq’s future: “Security While Transitioning: From
Leading to Partnering to Overwatch.”>* He also depicted this simulta-
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neous drawdown and transition in his slide titled “Recommended Force
Reductions and Mission Shift” (see fig. 2). While the majority of coali-
tion forces are currently “in the lead” when conducting counterinsurgency
missions, the slide depicts how they will eventually step aside and let Iraqi
units do this for themselves. As an interim step, many major ground units
have taken on a “partnering” role, where they pair up with an Iraqi unit.”
"These partner units conduct joint operations, with the coalition unit assum-
ing a mentoring role. Once the Iraqi units are ready to stand on their own,
their partnered units will step aside. Instead of leaving altogether, how-
ever, some ground forces will stay in an “overwatch” role—they will be
available to shore up the Iraqi units when contingencies arise, but they
will increasingly be out of sight to the average Iraqi. General Petracus’s
planners have identified three levels of overwatch—tactical, operational,
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Figure 2. Recommended Force Reductions and Mission Shift. (Reprinted from House
Armed Services and Foreign Affairs Committees, “Charts to Accompany the Testimony of GEN
David H. Petraeus,” Report to Congress on the Situation in Iraq, prepared by Gen David H. Pe-
traeus, commander, Multi-National Force-Irag, 10—11 September 2007, http://www.defenselink
.Mil/pubs/pdfs/Petraeus-Testimony-Slides20070910.pdf.)
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and strategic—corresponding to the level of oversight required and the
rapidity at which the coalition unit could respond if needed.

It is interesting to note what General Petraeus’s slide does not show—it
does not depict a complete exit from Iraq. According to this plan, the
withdrawal of US ground forces stops at five BCTs. These remaining
BCTs will serve two major functions. First, they will be available to con-
duct counterterrorism missions in Iraq (and beyond, if necessary). Second,
they will be present in case things go poorly for specific Iraqi units or for the
Iraqi government in general. In order to accomplish these two functions,
not all of these BCTs will need to be in Iraq, but it certainly appears that
some of them will.

While major ground units appear to be poised to draw down to a sus-
tainable level, another type of military unit will increase dramatically over
the next few years. These small units are the transition teams—the key
link to successful training for Iraqi forces. These teams typically consist
of 11-15 members, each of whom brings key specialties to the team such
as intelligence, logistics, and communications.?® Transition teams embed
within their assigned Iraqi unit, and their role is to advise, coach, and mentor
these units, especially through interaction with the Iraqi unit commanders.”’
Transition teams also act as the link to key aspects of coalition support,
including intelligence, fires, and medical evacuation.?® Transition teams
come in several varieties, depending on the type of Iraqi unit they support.
For example, there are military transition teams assigned to Iraqi army
units, border transition teams assigned to border security forces, special
police transition teams assigned to Iraqi police units, and air transition
teams for the Iraqi air force.”’

The US Army has made a tremendous investment in training transition
teams, devoting an entire brigade (the 1st BCT of the Ist Infantry Division
based at Fort Riley, Kansas) to the task of organizing, equipping, training,
and supporting transition teams.* This unit is currently preparing numerous
transition teams for service in Iraq. As additional transition teams deploy, they
will travel with their assigned units and operate throughout the country. The
result will be that, as major ground units consolidate in central bases outside
the major population centers (and most leave Iraq altogether), scores of transi-
tion teams will disperse throughout Iraq.

Despite their importance, there has been remarkably little discussion in the
debate over Iraq policy about the roles, capabilities, and vulnerabilities of the
transition teams as compared to the major ground units, especially the Army
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